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Remarks 



The Applicant respectfiilly requests reconsideration, of the present U.S. Patent 
application as amended herein. Claiins 1-2, 16-23, and 27-31 have been cancelled 
without prejudice. Claims 3, 5-6, 9. 1 1-15, and 25-26 have been amended. No claiins 
have been added or withdrawn. Thus, claims 3-15 and 25-26 remain pending in the 
s^ipUcation. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 3-4, 10, 15, and 26 were objected to as being dependent iipon a r^ected 



base claim but would be allowable if i^tten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim any intervening claims. 



Claim R^e qtions § 109. 

Claims 1-2, 5, 9, 11, 16-19, 21-25, 27, and 29-31 were lesjected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 7,062,597 issued to Perego et a. (Perego). 
Claims 1-2, 16-19, 21-24, 27, and 29-31 have been cancelled without prejudice and, thus, 
the rejecdon of claims is 1-2, 16-19, 21-24, 27. and 29-31 moot. The AppUcant 
respectfully submits that claims 5, 9, 1 1, and 25 axe not anticipated by Perego for at least 
the reasons set ibrth below. 

Claims 5, 9, and 1 1 have been amended to depend, directly or indirectly, firom 
amended claim 3. Similarly, claim 25 has been amended to depend fiom amended claim 
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26. Claims 3 and 26 have been amended to include the limitations of the base claim from 
v*ich they previously depended as well as any intervening claims. The Office action 
indicates that, as amended, claims 3 and 26 are allowable. For at least the reason that 
dependent claims include the limitations of the claims from which they depend, the 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 5, 9, 1 1, and 25 are not anticipated by Perego. 

Claim Selections 5 103 

Claim 13 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as bemg unpatentable over 
Perego. Claim 13 depends from amended claim 3 and includes the limitations of claim 3 
(and any intervening claims). The Office action indicates that claim 3, as amended, is 
allowable. For at least the reason that dependent claims include the limitations of the 
claims from which they depend, the Applicant respectfiilly submits that claim 13 is 
patentable over Perego. 

Claim 14 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Perego in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,523,098 issued to Anderson (Anderson). Claim 14, 
as amaided, depends from amended claim 3 and includes the limitations of claim 3 (and 
any intervening claims). The Office action indicates that claim 3, as amended, is 
allowable. For at least the reason that dependent claims include the limitations of the 
claims from which they depend, the Applicant respectftdly submits Aat claim 14 is 
patentable over Perego in view of Anderson. 



Claims 6-8 and 20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Perego in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,820,087 issued to Langendorf (Langendur/). 
Claim 20 has been cancelled without prejudice and, thus, the rq'ection of claim 20 is 
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moot. Claim 6-8 depend from claim 3 and include the limitations of claim 3 (and any 
intervening claims). The Office action indicates that claim 3, as amended, is allowable. 
For at least the reason that dependent claims include the limitations of the claims from 
v/iddx they depend, the Applicant respectfully submits that claims 6-8 are patentable over 
Perego in view of Langendorf, 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C- § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Perego in view of U.S^ Published Patent Application No* 2005/0262295 issued to Nataraj 
et al. (Natarig% Claim 12, as amended, depends from amended claim 3 and includes the 
limitations of claim 3 (and any intervenmg claims). The Office action indicates that 



claim 3, as amended, is allowable. For at least the reason that dependent claims include 
the limitations of the claims fi^m which they depend, the Applicant lespectfiilly submits 
that claim 1 2 is patentable over Perego in view of Nataraj. 
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Conclusion 



The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by tel^hone if 
such contact would further the examination of the preset application. 

Re$pectf\illy submitted. 



Date: Muainr 9. ZpiLl /Philip A. Pedi^/ 

Philip A. Pedigo 
Reg. No. 52,107 
Attorney for Intel Coipoiation 

do Blakely, Sokoloff; Taylor, & Zafinan LLP 
12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(503) 712-5560 or (502) 43S>-8778 
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